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TRACK 1 SITES: 
GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING * ..*a ..m#.m...s. vv., . ..-.a.... .-.....PC LUW l’KUt5AtSlLllT HALAKU Zillt> 

AT INEL 

SITE DESCRIPTION: PCB TRANSFORMER YARD (CPP-731) 

~ SITE ID: CPP-50 OPERABLE UNIT: 3-01 

WASTE AREA GROUP: 3 

I. JVIwlnR, - r”,aabmL DiSCRIPTION OF THE SITE: ,115 ‘“.a,,0 Chem:cal 
cII”“*~Y l3.,vr-r., Ttrr T.-k..!” 

Processing Plant (ICPP) XFR-YDC-3 transformer was originally located in CPP-731, 
a transformer utilities operations area. As part of the ICPP Utilities 
Replacement and Expansion Project (UREP), the XFR-YOC-3 transformer was taken 
out of service. The transformer contained 231 gallons of oil at a concentration 
of 400 ppm polychlorinated biphenyls. During an inspection of the transformer 
in July 1985, leakage was noted. The leaked oil was observed to be isolated to 

~ $;,transformer concrete pad and had not appeared to impact the surrounding 
. 

The transformer was removed on August 30, 1985 and shipped to a commerc'ial 
disposal facility (US Pollution). 
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II. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK: The overal 1 rel iabil i ty 
of the information on this site is medium. According to the documentation and 
1-L. 1.... ,nL~T",~ws, 7 I~~~.*., .~~~..~~.I. _c "P" ---L--1--L-A -11 ..-.__ .~-,--*- _I A_ CL- ,lm,Le" em""IIl.S vr TLD c"llL.dlllIllaLe" "I I were I~ClCd>CU b" Lllr 
transformer pad and no oil contacted the soil. The resulting risk due to a 
small amount of oil spilled to the concrete pad would be lower than that 
predicted for the soil because ingestion of the concrete would be eliminated as 
a pathway. 

III. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR: Limited risk due to low PCB 
concentrations being left in place may result due to the no further action 
recommendation for the site. 

Sampling of the site to confirm low PCB concentrations would result in an 
unnecessary expenditure of public funds. 

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS: The clean-up requirements provided 
for in the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 40 CFR 761.125 require 
remediation of PCBs in Industrial Areas to 25 ppm PCBs by weight in soil. The 
guidance provided in OWSER Directive 9335.4-01 "Guidance for Remedial Actions at 
Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination" also requires clean-up at restricted 
access industrial sites of 25 ppm PCBs by weight in soil. This clean-up 
requirement is based on health risk assessment criteria using occupational 
exposure of site ugorkers by soi; ingeStiOn tln.i rl*rm~l rnn+>c+ a‘? the DYnnCllrD .&,,” “_, ,,,“. ...,,.“--” “_ “,,_ -'.r--"' - 
scenario. Provided the established criteria in TSCA are considered an ARAR for 
the INEL, the existing soil concentrations (0 ppm) can be left in place and no 
further action is recommended for this site. This ARAR, together with the very 
conservative assumptions used in performing the Track 1 risk assessment, 
provides for a reasonable foundation for recommending no further action at this 

I site. 
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PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET Pex 6 
SITE ID CPP-50 - 
-- --m ---m- 
co, 1 
Proces*es nssociated Uaste Description & Handling Proctdures 
with this Site 
-m 

Process Concrete Pad 
Location: CPP-50 

PCS Transformer Pad PCS trensforlner leaked to ccnctete! 
transforner pad. 

process 
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CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET Iwe 7 
SITE Ill cm-50 
PROCESS' WA 1)pCB Transformer 

- 
WASTE WI 2). PCBs 

--- 1-- 
CO, 4 co, 5 Cal 6 co1 7 co, 8 co, 9 
what knomlptential hazardous subst,anc- Potentiat scurces associated with I:wn/estimat& Risk bawd Qualitative 
es/constitwnts are associated with this waste 

overa, I 
this hazardas wteriat concentration concenti-ation risk: reliability 

or process? Iof harardws ma/kg asscssmnt (Hi/ned/La) 
:SubsfaWeS/ (nilned/La) 
~constituents' 

--- ,-- 

PCBs Concrete pad unknown Ni\ Lo Med 

PCBs Soil 0 ppm 0.08 ppm Lo Med 

,, 

7 
a. NO = not detected 

DE% = detection limit in ppn 



HIGHLY 
UN- 
RELIABLE 

HIGHLY REWIRED RI/FS INTERIM 
RELIABLE ACTION 

reliability 

LLITATIVE RISK AND RELIABILITY EVALUATION TABLE 

QUALITATIVE RISK 

Medium 

screenins 
data 

TRACK II 

screening 
date 

No * 
ACTION 

um 
cmcentratim resulfi~ in 

risk < 10" 

mnll 

qualitatin risk 

“IO” 
cmcmtratim resultha in 

risk P Iti 

* if there exist sufficient data to identify an appropriate remedy 



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

I 

BLK~ 1 Answer: The Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) XRF-YDC-3 transformer 
was originally located in CPP-731, a transformer utilities operations area. As 
part of the ICPP Utilities Replacement and Expansion Project (UREP), the XFR- 
YDC-3 transformer was taken out of service. The transformer contained i3i 
gallons of oil at a concentration of 400 ppm polychlorinated biphenyls. During 
an inspection of the transformer in July 1985, leakage was noted. The leaked 
oil was observed to be isolated to the transformer concrete pad and had not 
imnartarl the S~~rn~~nrlinn Soi]+ '"'r..""-- "" ..-... ~ 

The transformer was removed on August 31, 1985 and shipped to a commercial 
disposal facility (US Pollution). 

eIob2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low ,chsskons, 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. I 
The information is contained in the Closure Plan for CPP-731 and indicates that 
a small spill to the concrete pad occurred. 

I 

wti3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -No Icheck on.4 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I 

The information is contained in the Closure Plan for CPP-731 and indicates that 
a smaii spiii to the concrete pad occurred. I 

I 

~1~~~4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION ccheck appropriate boas a sour'cc n&r frc.7 reference List) I 

No available information C I Analytical data [I 
Anecdotal [Xl 2 Docunentafion about data [ 1 
Historical process data t I Disposal data 
Current process data [ I D.A. data Ii 
Area, p4loragraphe [I safety analysis report 
Engineering/site drawings I 1 OS0 report Ii 

I 

"""*"al Occurrence Rep-art t I Initial a*se*sment 
S,mmry docunents [ 1 Uell data Ii 
Facility SO!+ [ 1 Construction data [I 
OTHER [Xl 1 I 



juestion 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
azcociatd with this site? _____ .---- ~~. ~~~ 

3lock 1 Answer: The transformer contained 231 gallons of oil at a 
:oncentration of 400 ppm polychlorinated biphenyls. During an inspection of the . ___ 
transformer in Juiy 1985, ieakage was noted. The ieaked oii was observed to be 
isolated to the transformer concrete pad and had not appeared to impact the 
surrounding soil. 

Yom 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low ~wtwc*ans) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The closure plan describes the location of the spill as being restricted to the 
:oncrete pad. 

yDy.1 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes XNo wlosr one, 

l[F SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
L^<..^ u^r+r:r+,.A e, CL.,? 

310sk4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate b&es & PDW'CC number from reference list) 

No available information [Xl 2 Analytical data [ 1 
Anecdotal Documentation abut data [ 1 
Historical prowess data Ii Disposal data c 1 
c:rrefir nrnrrre "efl r. -__-_ [ ] G.A. data II 
Area, photographs t1 Safety analysis report 
Engineering/site drauings t 1 D&D report 11 
lJnu4ual Occurrence~~~eport c 1 Initial assewnent [I 
Smry docunents Cl Uell data ~' [I 
Facility SCPs Cl Construction dam [I 
",YCD 1 I, ,,&,. %I 



I Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? 
If so, what is it? 

I 

I -, Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes ANo ,Ch.Ck onal 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
I 

I : I 

hk4 .%uRcEs OF INFORMATION (check appropriate bcx/es & rource n&r fron reference List) 

Wo available information 
Anecdotal 2 
Histwice. process data 
Cument process data 
Area, photographs 
Engineering/site drawings 
Unusual Occ"rre"ce .Qewrt 
Sunnary docunents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical data c 1 
Dacwntation abcut data L I 
Disposal date 
D.A. data I i ~~~~~__ 
Safety analysis report 
D&D ~e,mrt ii 
Initial a*sessment [I 
Uell data t I 
Construction data 1 1 

1 



Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list 
the sources and describe the evidence. 

stock i Answer: No. During an inspection of the transformer in July 1985, 
leakage was noted. The leaked oil was observed to be isolated to the 
transformer concrete pad 2nd had not ann!aard to impact the surroundino soil -r-r--. -- 

The transformer was removed on August 30, 1985 and shipped to a commercial 
disposal facility (US Pollution). 

Wlw*l How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low (chsskWrmD~ 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

A recent inspection of the site verified that the transformer has been replaced 
and that there is no evidence of contamination on the transformer pad. 

A recent inspection of the site verified that the transformer has been replaced 
and that there is no evidence of contamination on the transformer pad. 

BM~ SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate bwes 8 SOUrCe "tier from reference list) 

no available information [ I 
Anecdotal IX1 2 
Historical pwcess data [ I 

Smry documents (1 
Facility SOP* 
OTHER 1 

Q.A. data Cl 
Safety anetysis report [ I 
fig! s-e-.-* -r-. - 
Initial a~sessmmf Ii 
Yell date 
Construction data :; 



question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow ..-.ct....*l-" ,.c CL* n,++mrn rrc nr\+nn+i., rnn+,min.+inn, G>L ,111 aLlUll "I L.115 pa'*LG',I "I ~"*~"~,u, *Y,I*VIIIIIIU*I"II. If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot? 

Block 1 Answer: During an inspection of the transformer in July 1985, 
leakage was noted. The leaked oil was observed to be isolated to 
the transformer concrete pad and had not appeared to impact the 
sbrrnundina soil; There is no indication of soil contamination or --..-...a 
a pattern of contamination other than the oil spot on the concrete. 

Bled2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low IC~OC~OPOI 
Cvat AI" TYS OsaenYIYtz mS"Tlln y.jIS pJ.~LU.b.TION, LArL-II. II.- ..bs.w-,...,." --..a..- 

The closure report details the results of the transformer inspection. 

~hk4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION @heck appropriate bcx/es & SOurce ntier froln reference List) 

wo waitable information [ I 
Anecdotal WI 2 
Historicel process data [ 1 
Current process data 
Areel photographs Ii 
Engineering/rite drauings t 1 
""usual occurrence Report 1 1 
Sunnary docments r I 
Facility SOPS [I 
OTHER Lx1 1 

Analytical data Cl 
Docmmtation about data C I 
Disposal date Cl 
P.A. data 
safety analysis report fi 
080 report 
Initial assessment 11 
Uell data i I 
Construcrion data [I 
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is an 
estimated voiume, expiain carefuiiy how the estimate was derived. 

flock t Answer: The entire region of CPP-50 is approximately 100 feet long, 50 
feei wide 2nd 6 inches rlPP!-l This volume of soi1 was used to cnmnlete the risk 
assessment. The contam%&d region is restricted to the surfacer&the..- 
concrete pad. The concrete pad is three feet thick. Recent inspections of the 
concrete pad indicate that no visual evidence of surface staining is present. 

weeN1 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low ~~~~~~~~~~ 
EXPLAIN THE ‘REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The closure plan indicates that the soil has not been impacted. 

Wrul Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes J-No ,chsc!i ma, 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The closure plan indicates that the soil has not been impacted. 

M 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

2 
Analytical data 
Docwntation about data 
Disposal data 
P.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
c&n PmMr-t -r-. - 
initial as*essmnt 
'dell data 
Construction data 

reference List) 



Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous 
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an - __ 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

*Lock 1 Answer: The transformer contained 231 gallons of oil at a concentration 
of 400 ppm nnlvrhlnrin.f~,J b;fib,q!S. ~'v',~"',"' III""-" The transformer was removed 0~ Ailollct 30, 

"-'--- 1985 and shipped to a commercial disposal facility (US Pollution). 
During an inspection of the transformer in July 1985, leakage was noted. The 
leaked oil was observed to be isolated to the transformer concrete pad and had 
not appeared to impact the surrounding soil. There is no estimate of the amount 
of transformer oil that was released, but it can be assumed to be reiativeiy 
small as the result was only spotting of the concrete. 

I 
81d2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High -Med XLow ~chsckons, 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The amount of oil that leaked from the transformer is unknown. However, the 
result was only spotting of the concrete, so the quantity must have been smaii. 

tiolt3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes XNo ,ChWk me, 
IF so, nEcPmT*c TYS I-nNCtmMdTTnN. "-"-..--- . ..- --... - . . . . . . . --... 

No confirmation of the quantity of oil that was released is available. 

e-..---_ _- .I. .____________ 

Wo available information f I 
Anecdotal [Xl 2 
Historical process data t I 
Current process data [I 
Area1 photographs [I 
Engineering/site drawings [ I 
Unusual DccwPence Rep-art t 1 
Sumary dacments 
Facility SOP4 t; 
OTHER [Xl 1 

Analytical data C 
Docunntation about data [ 
Disposal data c 
Q.A. data [ 
Sefery anaiysis repart i 
cm report [ 
Initial assessment t 
Yell data 
Construction data 



Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so? describe the 
evidence. 

Block 1 Answer: During an inspection of the transformer in July 1985, leakage was 
noted. The ieaked oii was observed to be isoiated to the transformer concrete 
pad and had not appeared to impact the surrounding soil. 

The transformer was removed on August 30, 1985 and shipped to a commercial 
diznoS~1 fa_~iiity !US PdiUtiOn). r---- 

. 

bouli Llnw raliahln irlaro the infnrmatinn cnasrra/c? Uinh Y Mm-l I nw , I. * ""4 II".. 111 IVYI.- 8',"1' ",,_ l,ll.,.lll""."l. "-", "-, *. _. . , . . ~. - - ____.. ,E..OS.. -,.-, 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The closure plan documents the leak to the concrete. 

81&3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes XNo ICheCk one, 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

BIG 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION kheck awropriate boxks 8 EDUrCe n&e? frm reterence list) 

Analytical data Cl 
Docunenfation about data t 1 
Diqwral data [I 
P.A. data [I 
Safety analysis report C I 
080 report [ I 
Initial a**e**ment 
Uell data Ii 
Construcrion data Cl 
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